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ABSTRLCT
The Anerlcan philolﬁphy of social lob;}ity has
tradltionally foqused upon .equal opportunity to succeed rather than'
the actual equality of .socioeconomic status from the outset. Two
ies of social mobility.in the U.S. undertaken in the
early 51xt'es and seventies enable social scidntists to measure
shifts opportunities for Anericin men. General findings about

toa high school educatlon has increased for the less advantaged.

is greater equality.of precollege ‘education by social trends,
hovever, tends to mask the persistence of unequal opportunity for,
college education. In terss of job opportunities. occupational
mobility of whites did ‘mot change between 1962 and’ 1973, .but that of
blacks did. In 1962, there was little relationship between the
occupat10na1 posirtion of the black man and that of his father. In
1973, there was evidence that the occupational positions tended to
persist across generations for both blacks and whites (although there -
is also substantial- occupational mobility). In terms of incoae
*opportunitles,.the Telative economic returns £ ,college education
havk declined for young whites but not for young blacks. This latter
t phenomenon has contributed to a relative #catching up®™ of the black
llnor1t1. (Author/GC) . L
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®RBSTRACT

opportunities for Ame;ican men. Insofar as public intereat in the degree

—

of socioeconomic success which Americana can achieve witnfnt limjtation oy .’

\

" thé circumstances of family and socia¥ background persists, th.ea studles

«,’ - '

provide some answers,to the qu ation, "How much opportdnity is there?"

General findings about récent trenls include the following: (ll Typically,
L S ' )

‘American childrén have acquired more schooling thanqtheir'parents and access

to a high school education has’ increased for the lee? advantaged. (2) This

‘greater equality of precollege educil?o? by aocial trends, however, tenda tor -
maak(the peréistence of unequal opp g ty for a college edpication. (3)

Occupational mobility of. tes did néhj angefbetween 1962 and 1973, but
that of blacka did In 1962 there was little relationahip betéEZn theu ’ ‘
occupational position of the black mdn and' that of his fathe:. In'1973 there
~was evi&ence that tne occupationalipositiona tended'to’peraist across generations
for both blacks and whites (altnzugh there ia alao subatantial occnpational
mooility) {4) The relative econpqic returns 6f college enucation have declined

7
.f?r young vhites but not for young blacks--contributing to a relative catchingé

. up” of the black minority. o R et 0 : o

. s
“ . -
*

Information on the availability o¥ the 1962 ard 1973 survey data is
available from Alice Robbin
Data ard Programming Library Service
University of Wisconsin
Madison, WI 53706 ‘ '
. v )
Information om téchnigal studies available on this. topic is available from
Bonnee Voss " (
.Institute for ‘Research on Poberty
*3412 Social Science Building
' 1180 Observatory Drive ~ .
Madison, WI® 53706

.-
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Has Opportunigy-ﬁiglined in America?
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. 1y ]
-, ) \ . ) ! . . ‘., ’ ’
Social mobility is an important aspect of Américan‘historyf‘*ltiis reflected

s
* P4

ih early cfflonization and conquest of the native population and in the subseduent
. ’ : ‘ . ‘ '
. U -
_revolution for political independence. It appears as therethnic mosaic of our
' v 0-\ B —- \. ‘ .
immigrant forefathers. After the Great Depression, -the Bteady migration of

v

’ B ¢ -
};'young persohs frem farms and small towns to the swelling cities entailed social
e . SR A T .
as well as geographic mohility. Given the'central place of social mobilﬁ%y in
) h P e ’ U4 \ .

“our h@storicay past, it is easy to underétind the vitaliey of our shared image

of America as a land of opportdnityz g;rbaps because mobility is part of our

- - -

national im@ge;'ﬁhericans continue to monitor the degrek of opportunity in

”

. .. : . . S
contemporafy society. T .
' e > N \

-

Interestingly  -we'seem more concerned that Ameritan society continue to
- [N

. , .
be structured so as to peymit social.mobility across generations thamethat it

. ) ” 4 4 _ ' . ‘
contain less ‘inequality in current social and eceonomic standing. Americans
assent to thégaWarding'of widely different prizes to persons depending on their

performance in_the economic "yace." But we insist that all run the race under

B

the %ame set of rules so that ability and talent show. themselves in a fair way; -

and we\soqetiheé‘intervene on behalf of some 'who cannot start the race from
* - .

’

L . . R .
the same‘ place as most of us. Our sogial prograq; to insuré equality of
. L \

- economic oppdrtunit&——to overcome the "handicaps" of social background--ik;

from this logic. v

L

% Without regard to the wisdom of our comparative philosophical intolerance -
. ' , g

of ineqdality'of opportunity bs comtrasted with eyt tolerance of inequ
. " B

v -
gocioeconomic well-beipg, we can address thelguestio? of whether contemporary

! ¢
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Amerlcan soc1eq¥ contlnues to be permeable. For example, does it allow the . !

offsprlng of lower status families to acqulre ‘the material well-belng and v

occupational statuses of m1ddle-class life to as great a+degree as in the past?

.

,Someosocial commentaters suggest that'opportunities;for socioeconomic advancement

;/;ere quite extehsive immeddately'following,World war II,; largely as|a;con-.
~ Sequence of~the.war-heated économy and.oﬁ the GI Bill for educatlonZ' anww;Aa
.such~eva1uation puts it pointedly: L ’ - /ﬁ;
o ’ \
- There can be few Americans without firsthand knowledge of the F\\ )

And there can be nd doubt that it has. ! d

1ety which * "!'/
professes equality but malntalns an- increasingly rlgigfclass Q?
. structuré from whiéh it becomes 1ncreaslngly difficult for 3
1nd1v;duals to escape. Except for the Homestead Act ‘of the . .
last century, it is doubtful whether any single legislative:
. enterprlse has done so much as the GI Bill- to open up opportunity .
for talented people. (Patrr;k.Owens, Newsday, June 11, 19%5) . ’
( 5 . -
.Yet at least on tledr face, receng social conditions lead othér Americans

1 - -

P GI Bill's workings.,
beeri a tremendous instrument for social change in a

v

_to suspect that mobility is "lesgs possible than in the 1950s and 1960s--that

A~
the soc1ety 1s less perneable, more rigld-—and that downward mobility has

S 4

become more prevalent for young pergons, 1n comparlson with thelr parents.
L] i ’

_ Forx example, a smaller proportion of high school graduates enrdlled in

"v -

colleges and unlver51t1es in the early, l970s than H\d done so*throughout .

the '60s. At the same time, unemploydbnt of college graduates was rlslng ’

"~ LA N

and the relative earnings of college graduates fell in relatlon to

rkers -

.

rd

f with only a high school educatyﬁ‘

<
2
~

J

*

taking ]obs such as taxi dr1vers whlch indicated’ an 1ncrease in

.

.

Some college graduates apparen

Yy Were

the "under-

employment” of hiiply educated workers.' Inasmuch as formal schoollng has

been a ma)or bagﬂﬂﬁ%or soc1al mObllltyT—recent popular .‘apnd’ scientific

commentaryrkas questloned the present and future p0551b111t1es for'
R

"mobildty.”
. »

-~

1S

v .

€

SOCla}\

v

The gre81dent s Panel Qn Youth voiced. this concern, a few years ago:

]




I'! the R & D baoom does qét gi’ng -agaim and the educational
system does not move to‘ ome_.new hlghly 1ntens1ve way of dealing
It

perhaps even. sharply, nd they may Hﬁve already stqrted falling.
This will lead t probléfn, a problem with which the United
States has had 1li tle experience, the existence of a rélathely
large group of highly ‘educated but underemployed and disappointed -
young people. (Traﬁ51tlon to Adulthood, 1974) . .

’

e e [}

Fortunately, sociolegical studles of the Amerlqan male labor force--

- .

completed in the early 1960s and’the'mid-l9705--help shed light on this

question of trend in social mobility. - . . o o

)

Education's Rising Floor ' i ) T oL \_m_“, - .
l."\ ’

' . s
.Typically, American children have acquired more schooling than thei?ﬁ%‘

- . . .o . .
parents. That feittern continues even though cont;mporary parents and

q

-

P

. R s
»offsprlngs are mare highiy educated than were famllles in the ea;ly\sigt
of-this century. Males born between 1907 and l9ll finished on a\erag

just under lg/ ears of gchool, whilé those born after World War 11 hav

completed nearly 13 years, on average. Whlle level of schpollnd was r1s1ng

_across thls century, varlablllty of educationdl levels within success1vely

) \ . .
younger generations became less,pronounced, sugnall;ng a ‘decline in eduga-
A . .o, - ’

« LN s
tional ineguality. Fewer than half the males born before Worlg War.I

- ' ' * ’ ' 3 ,
completed 12 or more years of school, but over 85 percent of txP e born
‘after World War II graduated from high school. Since the‘proport on of

[ ’ ’ ' : -

s 4 s . -
correspondlngly,1 declining educatlonal inequality resulted from tH

Pl 0

rising “floor" ofJninlmum educatlon.. Th;s trend was helped by éhlhﬁ

- ¢
leglslatlon, upward shifts in the age of compulsory school attenéance, and%

the greater affluence of'parents. M




) account for less variability—iabout ohe-qguarter of 1t—-in the attainments

mopility have increased, at least for ifdividuals who complete high school %
o . N . . 4 \
ST, | . \
_Access to a high school educhtion\ as openedﬂﬂ&i only to greater,fractions- . A
: o T 5 . .

( - ' . o
. But higher average levelF of schgoling and greater educational equality

, v

’

have.not eliminated the possibilities for educational mobility between

-,
" =

»ﬂ‘._\‘.,,__.,_.i..‘,_i_. PR S e S}

,years of schooling than their fathers. These educational changgs in a

Qeneration may have peaked fbr white men borh in the.early 1920s, but the ' Y

educational gap"*between black sons ‘and their fathers coatinues to widen. . B

: e
,\.. . ' , . , i

e fact that educational differences between fathers and sons‘are perhaps

2 .

smaller than in the recent past: does>not -imply that educational_attainment ijk
. i . ]
is becoming- more dppendent upon social background; If anything, just the . e
! ' ' '
oppOSlte is\the case. A combination of factors such as parent's edugation,

.
\ . ’ -

head of houséhold's oqcuprtion, race, Size of family, and whether or.not * '
N -X

the }amily\was intact or\"broken"--measures of social and family Background--. ¢
R * ~ A
account for'agﬁﬁt one-thlrd of the variability,of educational levels’ . \\

\ 5 .
completed by sqns born pr10¥ to WW I. The same measures of‘background \\

»

. . ) ,
-’
- *

+.of those born durbng and -after, WQ\II \Thus, the prospects for educational
\

%
“n . |
.

s . \ -

of eachgfew birth but also to the lless adyan}agﬁér ! . , s

Butiif high school graduates have become felativeky mQore commoé in all

4

households, such is not thejcase with cdllege students. Inasmuch as a minority .'
N \ -

\
.of any birth cohort attenggy olQege, greater equality of precollege education

.

ckgrouna\tends, n the aggregate, to mask the persistence of unequalé o

.

\ N
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) educational achievement at all levels--high scﬁQol and, college--is not narr

+ Job Mobility o - .

.c / a . - LT / . %
) ' * ‘ .

function of family and social backgrdund. * Yet if.maffiéglatioh iﬁ éollege ‘e
. . . . . . . . ... .
today is no less contingent upon a %FISOQ'S social and financial background »

4

than a decade or sp ago, this continuing degree of ufiequal opportunity '

. \
Ashould be seen in perspectjve. One-fourth, at most, of the educational (level

13

~- .

or grade oompletedf diffesences among collegians reflects“diffé;enGQals any- ';i

- - . 4
- N PN

above. ﬂébce;/i;_*;%ﬂ

their sdgial backgrounds,' as indicated by/the\measures mention

o .
\ < s

restricted by the socioeignomic level of one's féhily pef(se? 4

» 4

- . - \ ’ . J

‘v s, f

Ny .
. .
£y .

. Jobgholding is the principal activity by which Americans gain their .
~

. .

"livelihood. 1In treating, occupational mobility as an indigator of social .
- . , : - 5 . :
mobility, socioXogists are interested mainly in life-long processes which r@late .
4 , TN S
‘one's occupagiqul position to the circumstances of one's uppringing, schooling,
¥ LY '

and career beginnings. From two large surveys,.carried out by the U.S. Bireau ~

4
- '

of the Census “in 1962 and again in 1973, it is possible to measurfathe oqzﬁpd—
¢ i - .

S

: - . ) - . , S
tional mobility .of American men from generation to generation. Unfortunately,

t
3

: Staté§, but there is also a great deal of occupational mob{lity. thete has

-

there are no large and detailed surveys of the social mobility of women; but -
L] o . .

)

the available data suggest that most of the fihdings about men alé%,app}y to
- . . ot
women who work outside the home. 7~ -
: oo : . .
Table,2 shows the mobility of adult U.S. men from the occupations of their
4 ; -

. .

fathers {(or other family heads) when they were abdpt 16 years old to ‘the occupa-

- . 2
S »
- ~

tions they held in March 19é2 ©or March 1973..‘Therfivelb&oad categories of

occupation«are ranked in the table ffpm high to low according to the average

:
\
- 1 .

—

e i, L, N \ o~ . .
incomes ‘and "edtitational levels of their imcumbents. Two findings,are obvious.
First, occupational positions tend to“pe}sist across generations in the United
' ’ 4

- - ~ - R ) . ,
been a general movement out of farming, and elsewherg there is chsiqgrable .
Pl e . ] - 0® . {

N \'(. iy - ., ' R , s ) ’
S ' | S SN |
, . 9 ¢ | / ‘

°r



s - » . N * . M ’
P / . , R e [ P
. - .

A ox

, R

movementeup a:d down the: -social scale. _Abéuf’two-thinds‘of the song of

’ - i '

E . professionals, businessmen, and other whxte-%ollar workers enter careers w K

<. in some type of white-cpllar jobs. Bqt 30 to 40 percent of the’ sons of ’ -
. . ) .

manual workers,‘upﬁardlyrmobile from their fathers' blue-collar jobs such

- -
o - -

h 3

' -

L4 ’
“ , . as craftsmen or factory woprkers, also gain white-collar employment. At the ' ¢
. Ly

same t1me 30 percent or more of ‘the sons of whltercollar workers end up

;n manual or farm occupations. As one can see by comparing ‘the occypatlonal
- . > ’ o, .

Qistributions of sons and their fathqrs in either 1962 or 1973, there is o ‘e
. . ‘ LI Y - ,
N '
oot , more upward than downward mobility across generatlons. In 1973, 49 percént. v

-

- were upwardly moblle and 19 percent were downwardly moblle, and.in 1962

- i . L
v—ﬂéhe"COTY_Epoﬂdlng flgures were 49-pqrcedt upwardly mob11e ‘and 17 percent .
. . . | | \
downwardly mobﬂle. ) .. .
: . ’ -~ T R $
2 \
. The second main\Finding in Table 2 is that the results of the 1962 and
' k N . . . .
1973 survéys are so much alike. There are essenﬁially‘no differences between "‘,‘

. the mobility patterns of U.S. men in 1962 and in 1973.* In a seﬂ;e this is to
‘ . be expected, far occupational mobilitf is portrayed hére as a 1i e;long

. TProcess and most of the men 1n the labor force in k!62 were stlll working, .
[ ‘. f - )
. - . ' v . -

. <"  in 1973. : . N : S

. ‘ N - ~
. I3 v .

. » : . .
s ; In contrast to the total population, there have been marked changes 1n
; ) .

'//*' - moblllty patterns w1th1n the black populatlon. ‘Tahle 3 ShOWS the intex-

..

y»1 generational moo/}ityfof adult black men in 1962 and in 1633. In 1962 there
. \
. - .
‘was, 1t tle relatlonshlp between the occupatlonal posftlon of akidack man and

// ? that'of his father (or other family head). As among whltes, there was a P
. ¥ ‘ 4 . £ -
massive shift away from farm occupations. 1In other' cases-black menigorn at
. g ’ . ’ *

]
i

‘ the bottom of the occupational hierarchy'stayed st the bottom, and even those

-

-few born’ into white-collar families were nmainly destined to enter lower Qanual

.
~




_ that year held white-collar jobs. These figures contrast w1th

'percent 13/1962. P . " 4

.\.' i N . . oy

occupations’. . While men in thelmaiprity popplation enjoyed a form ofksocially

H
-

' 1ﬂher;ted advantage--namely, the modest pers1stence of'occupatlonal standang

across generations--the ‘black m1nor1ty did not. Black*sons typlcally could
K ¢ T y
not enter the general, similar, lines of work pursued by ﬁhe;r garents,;unless

. . X /
E il X N . ’

.of course the fami}y head’ held a lower manual jobr or was a farmer. A
] ) - [N .

w . ' - .

comparison of the tables for black men and for all ‘men (mainly whites) in

L]
.

1962 suggests that black men used to'be-subjected to a peryersé form of
equal&ty of ‘opportunity in the world of work--a perversity which denied the

8 L . .

advantages of "lucky" birth into a white-collar family\and.which coﬁstraihed‘.

[N

nearly 80 percent of black sons from hlghe‘tstatus orlglns to be doﬂﬁwardly

- i -,
mobile. At the base of this perverse form of opportun1ty was' the 11m1tatlon
of the types of occupations whi‘ch gere open to blacks. For example, fewer‘
} ST A e

than 7 percent of black sons in-the 1962 labor force (Table 3) grew up ih
' &

white—collar famllles, only about 12 percent of all black male workeés 'in

-

!
~

those of' 24 percent and 40 percent, respectively, among tqtal men (mainly

whites, in Table 2). . o . .
- 3 -
But by 1973 the mob111ty table for bLack men was more 11ke that ‘of all
.t
men than it had been a decade earlllr Mobility to white-collar- eccupations

J

was more prevalent among dhe sons of farmers and manual workers, and the
L4 ’ -

-

sons of whité-collar workers showed a tendency to entey white-collar work’
) . \ ! ' )
which was intermediate between that of black men in 1962 and that of all men
- . " * .

in {962 or 1973 ' The'se chaqges in occupat’Bnal mobility occurred ma1nly,

- - W -
%
but pot ent1rely, among the y*oung black men wlpentered the labpr force

between 1962 é%d 1973 In large part, these dhanges reflect the w1 er range
o
of occupatLongnln-whlch black males galn employment.. For 1nstance, the 22

percent employed 13 wh1te-collar Jobs 1n»l973 wag’ an merovement bver the 12

- .

U

AR ~ S
. . ' "‘1’1‘ . ’ S /
: ;-@ R ’. : ) .

.
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o . st “. )

- ,- - Yt rg g ) . .

N Whlle*for the majorlty of men the pattern Of soclal moblllty has nbt
' . . y-l ) »‘T‘ ‘_ 'r . . £y .

shlftedva gxeat'ﬂeal ip’ Fhe last decade or so--at least in tetms of 1ntumbency

.
) - o

‘ Y -. 'in qulte.quadvqfcupatiapai oatygorles such’as 1n Tables 2 and 3—-there haVe ’ -

’ ¢ .
* 4 7 !xu * . - r o . -
[ -

\'a

been 1mportant shlfts in the dependence of*bccupatlonal achlevements on one s )
' Y . ' ' ‘|
. social background and level of schooling. These Shlfts appear when soc1ologlsts »

. ] . -
- .

t

. ?
examine the spec%flc occupatlons-med‘hodd (rather than the broad occupatlonal .

‘ a ‘. - ¢ . '

k]
3

groups such as ”profe551onar" oF, “wh1te—colﬂhr“) -U51ng each of the several " .

-

’ ' c ., hundred detaxled occupablonaLstltles identified by th@ u.s. Bureau of the
' > ‘e ’ . v . .

Gensus‘ “status“ scores fbr occupations‘can be-calculated wh;ch reflect the ~ ‘

Y h

‘- . .
’ * . . . e

. "

average of ‘the school‘gg and income of men in that occupatfoﬁ Jscores.range

’ . « N “ ¢ e ) . : =" *

. _5arb1trar11y f;om 0 to \‘96’ Figure 1 expfesses the variability of, the current -
) * ’

“ —
- [ bt ‘. ' - - l

~ occupati.ns of men, /1n terms of these.detalled status scores, At shows the

[} ‘ 0 & Y. -,

¢ . parcéntage of this variation which can be assigped to‘various ”cauées" of -

occugational dchievement in the years of the two natigral studies-of
‘ } » . ‘-o_", B i “ AN

moblllty, 1962 and 1973, . . L o o

k=" A N . . ~
Figure 1 suggests that three 1mportant changes are underway. Fltst, h!”.," ’

" .
2 t N ¢ .
. rd

persistence ef~socidecohb c 1nequa11ty between generatlons——as 1nd1cated by
e hd «
¥ .. 1] r3 R . .. .

T : the percentage Sf occupational "sgtatus" variation which refLects the measures

. . .
’ . .
.. .

»

v 14

of social and economic background——is small and declining._ The "pure" or "net" °
i ey S

< effects aof back round on son%' ch;evement decllned,from-ll to about 7 percent -
g 3 _

between 1962 and 1973 Second, the impact of education on d1ffenent1al occupa- ~/ .

t NN
A, . & -
‘ &1onal achleveﬂents remained’ about the same, but the mob11ity—fac1I1ta€&ng role ' .

-

) of school;ng strengthened while its role as a vehlcre of status pergistence e
) % N .
weakened. The latter role aflses because_ sooioeconomic background does" lend

. . ~ i _ \
’ s .
1fferéﬂt1al advantage for egucatlonal ach1evement, ‘with pérsons from higher

.

- .
.
.

’ A T,
status families completirlg more. Insofar ag e uqatlon 15 an lmportant pre— : R

L -~
M L4 . -

. %Sondltion of occupational spccess and sqcioeco @ic level,_then the schools
¢ - ’

«
— ‘ £

help perpetuate socioeconomic 1nequality from gbneratlon to generatlon. Tpe ,
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R slgnlflc'ance of that role of. education is 1ndexed by wha,t is called the "yer g
. . < ' t « e ¢
' ' Lo
dapplng 1nfluence of soc1al background and educatlon" :1n 'E‘:Lgute 1, wh1ch mplies .
R . oo . ¢ ! ¢ )
t. o that snch a mechanism of status pers1stence through the schéols accounted .,
v - = & . ¢ oy . - ﬁ. i‘
Py ﬁor about 14- percent of occupat:Lonal ac}ue'Vement in. both ,1962 and l973 © But . ‘f ’
L * ‘o = :‘
¢t . ' 3 "\., £
as -wag implied by’ the t:ommerq;ary on educatldnal ach1evemen1:, a large and in- - .
LY o n . ' v - ' . . . - i °
L@ cre.aslng fraction of educatlonal .difference among, persons do not stem from- 1. )
. 4 - ‘ * .
, . their socioeconomic backgrounds. This ma' at{onal vamablllty .

P

also influences occupatlonal achlevements and %Lg t
e ’

.
~ .

‘egarded as 'the m}ulity- f

xnduc(ing role of. schoollng, s-1nce 1t doesAc}r\eflect a person's background ‘ b

. oL '
* JIn Flgure l_, it is called the "Uf’feet of educatlon Clearly, the moblllty-
s . . '\s - [ . ’ R g ' .
_ 1ndch.ng effect of schoollng ig 1arger than lti oth& role in transmttlng ' )
0 ¢ . 2 -

N (

"soequalltles between’ generatilons. "'o the Wt that sHJ.fts are apparent 1n , B L

o ¢ ~

-Figure Ll, the mobll:Lty 1nduc1ng role is increasing relatlve to theﬂother‘and ]

.

" there is little evidence. for'a dwindiing capac1ty of edudation "to provide

’ ‘e ' ¢ \
- T - ' -

N ‘ 4 4 . ’! »

[l T . e .

resources ' for soc1al mobl,hty.
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mvolves ‘the" :anreased unportarrce of factors cher than‘soc,lal background and

13

L

’ schooling. Since these factors a

J.mproper to 1nfer thelr J.dentlty.

. o«

\

.

.

rﬁ not formal’y represen;ed, it would be .

‘e

£
- The thli‘d shift in ‘Figure l--an the causes" gf OCCUpatlonal achlevement-- '-.‘ .

FERY

»

Sufflce it to say that the collectlon of = [~ \

¢

-

S such; ."residual causes"” 13’ largely unassociated with the sp‘eci'fic features .of

' ) N ¥ R . AR
family bac‘kground and education llsted w1th ’F1gure 1. g Given %fie slight jincrease

«

¢

l:\

£

s

e

.

{

. . .
< in the%ortaﬂd‘e %f;,the set of unspec:.fxed, res1duai" fdctors 1n account1ng \

“'-vfoq dl.fferences in‘men's occupat:.onal statuses, we m1qht conclude that ‘'socio~

a

N

3

.

school than in the recent past.

8

F

ot

i

N

econou'ﬁc achlevement surely is no mo\ce r1g1dly determined by the home and the

©

Amerlcan 'society may even he more permeable to

-

- occupational ‘achievements_ acquired 'independently of. the tesources individuals -

. . . ' . ~
.

:' . - % . .\
aceimylate from their families ‘and® schools. . ' . o =
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Intergepera.tionaI Status. Persﬂstence among Blacks e . , .
. . /- ,/, [ L K
B * ‘e 4 ‘
.! ’ . ”Semynclusrons do not adequately pdrtray at-least oné of« sgveral signs .,

»

qgf . . i?nt change In thecoccnpational gpﬁ:lity'of “the black minority. Unlike ’ .
-y q‘!'. | " the shift toward slightly less Y ;gﬁérational status perSistence within i : ot
ol . ‘the majo;ity pégplation, blacks’ in\tnp'labor ﬁorce--ﬂarticularlj young men.in; '
- 0 \

! their late 205-*have recehilf e%éhrienced greater perSistence than blacks of, . /‘
. \.‘ g_‘ comparable ages :h\ the earf? 1§6; Werersuch a .Shlft occurring among whites,. >.
: :L | sociolog:sts might soqnd the aﬂarm over imbenainé declines in opportgnit:

» .

+ In this case, however,-the change signifies an emerging capaCity of blac

«families w C;th relative advantage to assist their cffsprin? s sooioeconomic

.

..

~ c -

‘careers. This changg is easily seen 'in Table 3 w1thin the broad class1fication

Y N S ~
b * ] Sat

of occgpations. ‘For example’\black families in which the head was employed

s
.

4

. “,-' in a professional or maragerial (upper. white-cpllar) occupation had sons yho

“ .. g s

’ - g . N ‘ ‘ .
O S raxely (10 percent) entered similar lines' of upper white-collar wofk&in 1962;

{ - I

those families were cdnstrained to undertake lower manual j@bs
N 'Q - . - ) Fs 4‘ , ) "‘
actories and'in service wqu (60 percent). During the same period, white- -- |

.most sons £

-

sons ‘from npger white-collar families typically had caréers in similar white-

) . collar fields, (54‘bercent) and few worked in -factories or in service j%bs ~ ¢ ’
- s . - -

PN

. (15 percent). The inherent capacity of families in most/westezn soc1eties to
. : \ . s : ' - .
pass along their accumuldted resources tg their offspring as a competitive

.

lc -
S ' advantage in the socioeconomic "race? apparentlyﬁis QZiné‘extended to the black
. \ =

family. This emergence of the "priVilege" of socioeconomic class w1thin the

* ) blac£"?noritya—priVilege enjoyed by the white Mmerican population for decades-~ 7

. ) 4 4!; ‘ ; % -- o
’ _ comes at a timé Wwhen changes 'in’ the occupational mobility of whites may be :
. . ! ’ , - - et
- oot 1eading toward _a,.gradual erosion of such privilege) Together, these shifts

g - % , point tod%sd a slow convergence of the still didtinct, unequal patterns of 9

.
.

P 7 ’ -
‘ _,nsocial mobility of the two races. .
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P v . . : .
Doubt¥éss the changes 1n<5901oeconom1c 1nHer1tanqe and mobility for -
S v .- * - -
’ the'black gaporlty mlrror a variety of*causes *more research ., is requlred

-

to uncove¥ them witn any certainty. But one. likely possibility has already

“ A ]
. '} Pl

_been mentip --the expansion of the‘ganée of occupations, particilarly white-
7‘-* ;wé ‘ - v - 3
collar ofes; which have become‘bpen to blacks within the last decade and .a

“ [ Y . ¢
3 - ,

half. Another pyossible soutce of change is the rapld improvement in the -

-

quantlty ané quallty of educatlon,,whlch have led.\b substamtial reductlons . -

.

of educational inequalities between the races, particularly amgag "recent
‘—/- J : *’ iy
g duates. Whereas black men born around World War I complé%iggthree fewer
. vt

. ’

;ears of scheglingnthan whites, the’racial gap closed to about one year - .

amogg;cehorts berhfduning-ann afterrﬁérlaghar II. étill another bqssi;;;ity *. .
is comgliance witn equal rights legislation. But‘whatever the sources of .
’these\important shifts,iﬁ o@portnnfty for ‘the black hinority,:their signif- e

3 »

‘~-, : . . - ) . - s
icancg must.be seen within the contiziuof‘recent Yna unique changes in the *

relation of schoollng to jobs_ among e}/bites. ) o ’

s . s
~ ) R4

reMition of Schooling to Jobs among Young Whites , t

Separate B*&terns of -occupational mobility for black and white workers are
. ’ B 4 i - ’ . -
least.discernible among‘hengin their late 20s. In part,\this shift toward a
N - . T
commoh pattern stems from»rather unlque and not thoroughly interpretable recent -. .

.

hanges in the connection of schoollng to jobs among young white males.
. ‘ /f ;
Fompared to young white workers who were in their late 20s and early 3Q@s in
1 . T AN
1962 young Ghltes of SLmllar ages in 1973 acqu1re less well-paying ]obs for

-

their‘scho ihg. In partlcular the occupatlons and earn1ngs of young whites

< T N
with'a colleg¢~education have sgcomeq}ess dist1ngu1shable from those gained by
. T - v [

N

. ' N \J b . . y
whites with only a high school diploma. ~ A parallel shrinkage in.%he occupa-
. b Y AN
] . . -~ ™ .
tional and economic "premium" for a college education since the-early 60s is
\ » ) - SO

i - . L[4 )

] -4 L 4 .
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4 LY
not apparent amgpg young blacj;;orkers.- This, - to0, contributes toward the
"oatching;up" of the black m;ﬂority. . B ' .
as N . ~ . -‘ s
Why .the apparent erosion in ‘the socioeconomic premiym for college
t £ Y .

'educaﬁidn only among' young white- workers? Some economists argue that the:
4 - - .

[}
'

"'. © . .
national budget.fdf'reSearch and development declined in.the_early '70s,
' - . ) » ‘b ’ '/ ’
issuing cui-backs in ?erospaCe, petrochemical, aﬁd other 1ndustr1es which
;o
typlcally employed college-tralned workers. Colnc1dent with this reductlon, v

o
s

- the substantlally Jha}ler birth cohorts of’%he post-"éaby—boom" period--then

v

in _the schools--lowered "the demand for college—tralned teachers. These shifts

- -
\-\) .

on the "demand" side ©% the econqmlc equatlon were linked to "supplyﬂs1de '

’

effects; Nameiy, the pool of college-frained workers was very Large in the

early 178, ow1ng to the proportions of high school graduates entering post-

serndary educatlon,ln the late 1960s which were at an allhtlme hlgh (about
1.55 percent of a ;raduatlng class)'and to tH¥ absolute size of the  age groups——
| the adults)who were-the ;haby-boom."4 For‘reasons of shlfts in both supoly and

demand unemplpyment of the coilege—educated rose, underemployment was more
_prevalent, and thet;ccuoatlonal and economlc return:'to dollege education
. vop * .

fell’ln relatlon to=those to pfe-opllege educat;on. Inasmuch as these shlfts

- _ . .- 4

were recent, their prevalence should have'been‘most‘noticeable among the young

L4 )

workers who were ]ust seeklng first full- tlme ]obs in the early 70s-—persons
- ‘ e . ) . - . — ‘ . -
_in their mid- to late-20s. ' ‘ .

. ' —t P . . \ . h’f B L
It‘: remains to be seen whet‘ner the, apparent "turn-down" jn\the market for .

[}
the college—tralned‘ﬁas in fact occurred, and if so, whdt. impact-it will have

'

l LY

on economlc 1nequa11ty and’soclal moblllxy in- the. 1980s. © 24 events

' early ''70s cloud.the 1nterpretat10n of the data from which the conclus1 ng
H K '
,about'a "turn-dowh" in the ‘benefits of hlgher education have been dr
’

. A

of these events vfe ¢ the w:Lthc'irawal of U8~ troops from Vietnam and fhd'dis~’

' n \
mantllng of the d ft, events whlqh d1st1ngursh qhe/experlengés of young ‘men .,

e W oae LT

+




[V

" ~

=13- . i .o ’ .

¢ (RS &
LY B , g B L .
+ - v -

. who were in their 20s in the m1d—'605 from those who were the sdme age nearty
i ; decade l;ter. One consequencé of thls dlfference is that 7he coﬂbositlons ‘
of the civilian lahor forces of 20-year-olds werq not reall§ eqyivalentfrn the
’ - - N = 2 / ' ; '
_perlods during whigh'change in tpe returns to education was eﬁgérent/y occnrring..x‘ .
. . L . 4
; A related.and perhabs~mdre siénificant event.concefni/éhangei,in the_ l' iE
_; Qemography of the life cycle and the speed with yhich youﬁg men}yere completing
» ‘ their schooling ené entering full-time jobs--that lsrxthe'duréh%onJof the{complete .
transition from youth (student) to adult %worker)/ /fh the 9éfly 19605, about

-

”g’_i/, . 86 percent of young men then in their early»and myd- 205 Vé* in the Iabor force '* N

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Y.
(at work oriect1vely look1ng for a job) and 11 ercent wete enrolled in school. ¢

. . . ./

v » - -
. Of .those .who were work1ng, some 13 percent alé, wer%genrolled in post—secondary
Qr*‘:., ...
education. 1In the early '70s, with the V1etnam 1nvolvement w1nd1ng down and <
’ / .
- . . . ~

the draft a less 1mpend1ng eventuallty in " the plans of young men, fewer were
/ ~ . , , .

in ‘the labor force (81 percent), more wereIEnrolled in school (15 percent),

F M -
* - R . 2

and a greater fraction df those at work also were enrolled .(18 percent). By

Bt . s N / hd AT o s <
implication, the Vietnam-war and thé draft had the probable impact of speeding
. - ~ - N “

up the life—stage xransitlon from school to work;“World War II apprently had .

N - . . f

a similar effect in compre551ng the timing of schoollng, work, marriage, and

’ . . - L4

paternity. Near the end of Vietnam involvement, young melk resume'd a more . )
1 - - ! ’ PR
- . ‘e \ U -

protracted transition through schooling and into the labor Torce. Perhap5~ D )) .
o . " . ¢ . . y
- they ‘:were influe’ed to mix part-izlme educatron w1th employment by the rapldly

rising costs of higher " education. Perhaps the hlgher rdtes of.unemployment :
. : - /

+in this period made' school enrollment or re-enrollment an attract1ve-alternative—4
ds a way to wait' for the job maxket to brighten and means to improve y i

\ ; . ; - \ Y
‘one's current marketability through upgraded- skills a _8pecialization.
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. The upshot of these -speculations about shiftg in life-stage transitions

- . - — .

% occasioned by Vietham and related events is that largef fractions of men in.
R N . - B v

their 20s,  during the early 1970s had not yet completed the full protess of
. X . . . v » v

' e , ) - .
‘'schooling, when seen against men of the same ‘agesrin the 1960s. More of the'm

) ! . -J. -

may have taken pbs of conven‘lence which permltted them to work .and complete .

- .

their schooling! at thelsame time.

Thus, until such time as a larger pro‘portlon

=3 of thése men qanplete ‘the full tran51tlon into their post-educatlonal careers,

S~

the calcullatlof{s of ecg,nomlc and Qfeupatlonal returns to thelr schooling  may be

Y . \ .
. ure’, ‘ - . : ) ~ . ¢
pranat e' , . /
/%rhe I-‘uture Course of Social Moblllty . C )

course of sc‘;cia ty from«xnfprmatlorf about present conditions, But
- in eontle'fﬁlhtmg the fl;t;ure of soc1oeconom1c opportunlty, Several issues ‘
. are 'impgrtant to keep in-mind, Flrst, prospects fo; mobility hinge heav1ly
¢ * IS * - I - t
\pon changes m ihe pr:‘evall‘e'nce of various tgpes of occupatlons. Iustorlcally,
— . * 3

N decll‘hes in farmlng have ar1sen in unlsc:p. with expanslons in bluf-‘collar trades ,

L4

- .
* . -

K . - - .
“ = and _f%ctory Qemplp,y?e{t. ,ﬂore récently, the transltlon from a "goods-produc1ng

J

.- o \~ 4
* to a-"ser¥ice-rendering" ecoromy 'have stimulated job creation in the professional .

”
- ‘e

, - &
and managerial rapks of.white-collar occupatiors. Socidlogists who have analyzed

- \ B
. ?

— . .
' the changes\in"intergenerag,vional’ mobility processes such as represented in
. '

Teple 2 have, ‘concluded, that nearly*all the changlm the conneion ‘of social

- \

A

' 4
! backgr?nq‘;nd soc1oeq:onom1c achleyenen‘r can be 1Ced ta the expansion or
5 d ‘
-contraction df ‘the labor for’c& in spec1f1c ocgupatlons-—that is, go ‘the

rélativé prevalence of various types of jobs (e.g., professmnal, technical,

’ -
»

~adn1nistrat1ve, crafts, seruce, ups}gll\ledﬁlabof) im the"economy. Very .
/ - H

11tt1e, if 4ny, oﬁ the observed chanqe 1n the degree of perslstence 6f

\l

- g

L]

socloecqﬁomlc status !bermeh tjex#egg,tiops 1nv<!1ves change in the cox\yersmn
L 43‘1\ ™ ‘ )
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® . T of dﬂg’«fer-ential;social background into differential -achievements in the labor Co e

L
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= market..,_’.l‘he future of socxal mebility,. therefore, can be expected ta follow

:- v .the coursé set, bY 'the J@b-cr,ing’ p‘rocess.sj e , i . . . - (‘
' .", o .%""A $econd i’ssue to kee.p in mind in considering the future of oppor’tunity ) ‘.,
IR is‘th,e mpact of what demograph&s c?m a "‘stationary population g ﬁ.: stationary e A
., - s '. . o
Lo pulation results. from long—term zerb-—population growth--—a rate of fertihty D .
< a. .which J,u,st replaces t\he population whic;h 1s‘_dy1ng 1n e« givén period Current E !

] - - “ ' ' . .
. PR Chlld bearing patterns a,lnohg young f\amlies would if practpced by subsequent

~ ' -
. Ve 1 LS

s \

v coY‘onts, J.Qid evéntual.ly to ‘su-ch a stationary 'population. ’The chances for.' . .
a ' ] s - A .
.ot soc1at mobility through, oconational ddvahc&nent in a stationary populati'on are C e,

- .
-\,/ > .

- > ‘_ less. promi‘s-mg than’those yhichxxave been. po'5s1ble 11? nation's past; dna . .
» . . N n“ . . * ' ( ) - N
e the difference arfse’fro;h the unique aae \‘s‘tructure ot' a sta; onary population.

>,
v, -,

- H-. would be' an older popula;:id‘n than wé now havg--there 4oulﬁ be ‘a sl.\'bstantially T

- N R \
. v.‘ ll i

larger propor‘tion‘ of perSOns ovet 'tllé age of 45 Coisequently, a relativevly o
‘ . . . , 3 -\ - -, -
J L ‘ » A
larg,er supply of mature persons of" consmderable e,xp‘erience' would be axzailable

[ . . A . ‘e - -4 4 - -

v

B - ) fill positions ofvleadershi'p and authority*han at- present. - In that hypothethal
. e ’ » r . ’ gl . - ‘a
o T 's'ituation,’pe!-sons cou«ld\not expect bo mov-e up into more reSpo\nsible posts over \ ,
‘. * : :. - a‘ . ‘; . ," L » .- o . s .
' the course 'of’ their can'eers'wu:h neér;ly 'aé great a f::equency as we today have
¢ - \ . . . i ; . .r‘ , _' Lo . . : , / .
e become accustomed to. R N LN . 'B . : . . T
- \ : ' ‘ AT AN N .
‘. : ' Americans today enjol » uch* 6ppartuni i T -
4 'Y ’ "t M - ‘o ) 'N ¢ -b‘— ’ ’ ° ,‘ * ¢ . . M

/- * .
* "

inequalities in opportunity pe_rsi ; There_is nothing ; “inevitable abop(: social

~ - -
B Ly . . . . . 1
. . v

<" mobility in Americay o_u‘r“national idedlogy',notwithstanding.  Given recent
- ' R ] ’ . T . A ) " . ) b " * - ' ‘- \\‘ "
\ . . » . R - .. .
. ) " questioning of the egonomic value of education--—'especially higher education's , '
N . ' - . o ... .
. < 'potentaal for "insu.rin'g"‘soual mobil 1ty--and in light of the uncertaintles
. . v . . . \ .

* an .the growth p'otentia‘l of the 'economy and its demog,rap'hie components, it
behooves us all ,to continue to moﬂitor trends in sodioqconotnic lnequality
\)4 ] : “~ . . . .

! . andp ortunity.. - . . -~
‘ . 19 e c e )
» N . . *
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‘ ‘ Fo; example, among men betyeen the ages*of 21 and 65 who were not ’ t

" énrolled 1n school inlMarch l973, the peroentage which ﬁad compléted at reast
. ‘ .4 years of college rangedhbetween 10 percent, of those'born prior to wOrld ‘War’/

oD A . " .
;7 I and 23 percent of those born during or after World war II. < TL
. o 4 . L - 5 . N

. . ’
v @ . . ' ‘.

P 21I‘hls is not to say. that other factors, some modestly related tq d1fferences/1n
socioecondhic background, vt ‘prov1de for more or less progress through'

» . \ .
the grades of schoolirg. These inc;;?e 1ntellectual Qapaczty, académlc
e

" <

performance; career ASpirations,‘an ncouragements from 1mportant reference \

'
persons ‘Buch as, paqents, teachers, and peers‘ The latter collection of factors, °
]

-

ﬂbgether w1th the specific 4dspects of. sockoeconomic background mentioned in g

the"ext, may account for fully 6Q percent 6f the educatlonal d1fferences

¥ . .
5" y M s . . R
> among persons. - . - AR A A

. . . ¥ - - - )
~ s '3 ) e ! ' . 7 ' ) W o ¢
' While these "res;dual,causes" probably 1nclude spec1f1able faqtqrs llke o

age,.ambltlon, region of reslden?e,.and pn—the—]ob tra1n1ng, there-1s no ) N '

reason to expect that all variation can be attrlbuted to such 1dent1flable;
. . sources .- That is, "1uck“——be1ug in the right place at‘the rlght tlmer—'

IR probably 1ntroduces a “chance" element 1ntoithe process of, achlevementn The

problem for the. soclal scientist is td reduce the size of the residual . i
4 - ~

component toward the limits, of'luck's'imprlnt on the various occupatlonal

N ‘., ‘ , .

accompllshments of workers. - : . 7

-~ ) . ; - N .
Lok A

© Fué;y 5.6 million fewer %hlldren ages 6 through 14 were enrolled in
school in 1970 as compared to -}960. During the same’ decade, the - number of .

. " adults aées 20 to 244-the categqry containing persons W15h new cqllege degrees—-

, 41ncreased by 5 million among whites and by 6.5 mllllon amgong blacks.
. . 5 . . . . . . ' Ny . ¢
' 5.livail'able international research on differences in occupationalwmopliity.. -
T . among heav1ly 1ndustrrallzed capitalistic economies is consistent with this".
speculatlon. SOClOlongtS are ]ust now analyz1ng the first sets of rathéi
. ., *°" ., + comparable moéllrty statistics for: some half- dozen natlons. But\early findinys’
. . suggest that cduntry variation in patterns of mobllxty follow from d1fferences
- in the mix of ;ndustrles and occupations and not from dafferences in the ways

! .
Py, social orlglns influence socioetonomic achievements. -Should thls conclus1on‘
O ... e ) . e . .

IRICE - ey N,
y s, Lo W . ) ' . ? ' . .
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hold u‘p under closer mspect:.on, part1cu1§rly as results from severaln

nat:.,ons Q_re -mcluded it yould imply that saf:lal

. < md)il}ty in Amerlca is less unique than our 1deology would have 1% ?J
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1t T PIGURE I; Sources o»( Variation in Oceypational Achievement, Men ,in the ’//
. , Expeglenced Clvu.llan Labor Yorce, Ages 25 to 64, March 1962 and . -

* * March 14‘13 .
. - ..

o T - B \
c 1004 222 973, - — , :
. . & g -, .o . . . ..' L ' S . 1,
¢ a A . . . -. ' ¢
- z 90—_ ‘..; ...l . )
3 . * ' .Effect of factors other t;han social background
;i St '/ and education ., .
< god- |.°.¢ A .
~ . Y A ‘“
. g . - v o ’ .
9 76_,_ 5.5..9 57.11~ '
‘é‘ L 1.0 . .. Net effect of education '
& . .
o - A .
8 60—+ {’. * . » ... * ’ » * -
- e o LI rtree - . . 1
[ .. 9 . lea a4 . U
B N A A 71133| Overlapping ififluence of social backgroun
" § s |, 194444 and education
- :.‘:' .n. , '
G-t I HH1H Iy W T ' '
e 40T i1 lIl: - . s “ /
> (REEE] 1 i > ’ ;
3 '1'9'.2} ‘2'2"3 Net eéffect of social backgrpund factdrs
[} - . .
I s | I RN 111 . .
- L S L +Total effect of education: 33.1% (1962); 35.8% (}973) ° -
9 20 rtree 1 . ) .
- [ -+ piTiT rrre . . ’ ‘.
g el 110 L] o -
g 10 r"i: J C |13.5 Total efféct of ,social o . ’ %; T )
3 ~+ (22 i | 3884 J backgrouna/factors- 24.9% {(1962); 20,68 (1973)-
] 11.0 - == o . \
Y ) g N ‘ A
T s .
- i ' *
Occupatlons scored 1n units of socioeconomic status, reflecting income and
’ education, - , Bord
b T * . .1/' - R‘K\ - ‘_ e v‘?# ' =
. Social background includes: b ‘0
. family head's occupational status® . : . r o .
i family head's education °* ‘ . :
- . - - ; )

) number of siblings ’ '
] s
fa origin . .
br:gen family ] ’ ' )
" t?., ) . . .
. ’ o ~ _ . ¢

Source; 14 962 and March 1973 Current Population Surveys and Occupatiomal ° ( _

) ‘ es in a Generation Surveys, 3 .
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' 77, : Changes in the Intergenérational Educatlonal b}:bility of Black and White’
. %' :Men, by Birth Cohort, March 1973 ‘ C
Lo N -7 p
- '?!: '/') ‘-‘4 ’: e . ) )
1 'é,/ X 2 . . T Educational change ih a generation™ :
R . . i~ ! white and
b . ' Birth cohorts . _Black other . 8
":,‘ */“— ' E ' R .
“o, T 1907 to 1911 T l2.3e, . 3404 )
’\"fY \:\‘ o : . i
_ i’f A\ 1912 to 1916 . . 2.43 . 3.53 3
. -~ s —_
\\ 1917 to 1921 \ 3}12 3.73 v
1922 to 1926 - 3,29 3.83 -
N ‘ '7 ¢ ¢ v/ -
. . 1927 to 1931 . 3.43 4 3.77
~ J 1932 to 1936 \ 3.51 3.58 .
wo : . x . . -
‘ v o/ 1i37 to 1941 - VL T3.94 3.15
N\ . (( \ " \I‘\ \ b ) }‘ \\:
. \1942 to 1 l - 3.63 2 2.79
y [3 . ,* »
\'X947 to 1951° ’5 3,17 ¢ 2,03 '
\ ¢ \ . . — <
R 2 b -
i . Mean difference between son's and f&ther s years of completed
,L schooihmg. B .

. Y

2 ) ‘L

enrollment, estimates a’re} more provisional than among older cohorts
for-whom the transition from school to work is more complete,

M . .
g ~
}f . * Source: .-Occupational Changes in a Generation Suryey,'Mgrch 1973.

. bInasmuch as thesg, cohorts are still within the ‘years of college
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TABLE 2 © . - 77 B : v

' Mobil{ty from Father's (or other fahilz,head's) Occupation to Cugrent“
Occupation: 'U.S. Meniin the Experienced civitian Labor Force Aged

. 20 to 64 ‘in 1962 and 973 " . . _ .
r - - Lo Zl \g - - T ry ,'_
Y. ‘ Son's current occupation ‘ t
Year and father's Upper Lower = “Row
ocpupatibq ~ white | white Upper Lower percen-
’ collar - collar ° manual manual Farm .Total tage
1962 . K . ( .
vy * ) ’ - ’ s ’ )
. Ta : ) oo 4. - ) :’ “
Upper.whitg collar 53.8% *17.6% ,12.5% ' 14.8% ' 1.3% +100.0% 16.5%
/4‘ . R . e . .
Lower whitd: collar 45.6 20.0 . 14.4 - 18.3 1.7. 100.0 7.6
L] - . I3
Upper manua} - 28.1, 13.4 27.8 - 29.5 1.2 100.0 19.0
‘Lower manual .- 20.3 & -12.3 21%6 .’43,.8 . 200 100.0 27.5.
Farm 15.6 7.0 19.2 36.1 22.2. 100.0 29.?
é . O . J
Total . 27.8 ° 12.4 20.0, 32.1 7.7 100.0 Looyb
* .' / Ra
Ll . ’\ .
. . . - - . ‘ C - !
1973 - - ' : -~ \ :“
. . - "
- N . . “; N ~ f
Upper white collar 52.0 16.0 13.8 17.1 1.1 + 100.0 18.2
. /
. - . . /
Lower white collar 42.3 19.7 ©15.3 21.9 0.8 100.0 7[9.0
. Upper manual '~ . 29.4 13.0  27.4 2.0 . 1.1  100.0 [20.5
Lower manual * 22.5- 12.0 . 23.7, -40.8 < 1.0 ‘1qo.o,[ 29.7
] . - . . \
Farm 17.5 7.8 , 22.7 . 37.2 . 14.8 .100.0 22.§
. A~ . , .
Total . 299 . 12.7 . 21.7 31.5 4-1 ., 10Q.0/ "100.0-
. - 5\ " Z
NOTE: * Data are from March 1962 and March 192 ; piilation Surveys and’
Occupational Changes in sration Surveys. Ocfupation groups gre '
upper whi professional and kindred workers and managers,

officials and proprietors, except farm; lowgr:white collar: salegs,
clerical and kindred workers; uppsr manual: craftsmen, foremen and

. kindred workers; lower manual: operatives and kindred workers, service
workers, apd ‘laborers, except farm; farm: farmers and farm mdnagers,
farm laqprers and foremen. .- - ’ n,#ﬁ”t\
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' TABLE 3 : - C D

.
N .

.Mobility from Father's (or other family head's) Occupation to Cur!!htt:

Occupation: Blatk U.S. Men in the Experienced Civilian Labor Force Agdd
|20 to 64.in 1962 and 1973.. . . C , i
- - ) . - “ u_'\ ' - '

“ <

Son's current occupation

workers, ahd laborers, except farm; far

\farm laborers and foremen. v

’

L4 . c ' ’ ' A -

) N . ° - K /“L ~
ear and father's. Upper . Lower . % Row :
_qce;patfdn , white white Upper ‘Lower ! Percen-

, " collar collar manual manual Farm Total tage.
. - . .t } ) ‘,." L. . ,
'\ 1962 ] v .
: Uppdr/white collar ~ 10.4% - '10.3% _ 19.7%  59.6% \ 0.08 100.0%  4,5%
Lower white collar ~ 14.4 13.5 0.0 724" ‘0.0 100.0 1.9
2 . o ’ . -
Upper manual . 8.5 9.7 10.4 67.9 3.6 100.0 9.0
N ,' t' > . - .
Lower manual 7.6 8.0 10.8 71.4 2.3 100.0, 37.2
Farm;‘ N 732 3.3 7.0 ‘66.7 ~ 19.8  100.0  47.4
> - -
\
Total . 5.9‘ - 6.1 \‘ 9.1 68.3 10.6 "100.0 100.0
i . . ) § ’
1973 : . ’ .

H == - ! .

* Upper white collar, 33.2 .~ . 21.8 . 10.1 . 34.8 0.0  100.0 5.0 '
Lower white collar  23.8° 17.2 12.3 45.8 0.5 * '100.0 3.5 ’
Uppef manual 15.2 14.7 15.0 54.9 0.2 * _ 100.00 10.2

. . B D | i .
Lower manual - 12.4 11.2 13.9 6l.49 1.1 100.0  46.1
Farm > . 5.6 6.2 16.8 "62.9 8.5  100.0 ' 35.1
Total . 11.8 10.6 —~ 14.8 59.4 3.6 ~ 100.0 100.0
= = A : ?
NOTE: Data ar€ from Marcl sareh 1973 Currcent Population surveys and

o o Oscupational Changes in a Generation * cupation groups are

o upper ihite collar: professional and kindred workers and mana ersSy — —

officials and proprietors, except farm; lower white collar: sales, -

. clerical and kindred workers; upper manual: craftsmen, foremen and

~ kipdred workers;  lower manual: operative and kindred workers, service
. farmers and farm®managers, -
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